CASE DATABASE
Purpose of database
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case

to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.

Key definitions and scope conditions

e All types of collaborative governance cases from all policy domains are welcome: Cases may involve
only government entities, only non-government entities, or a mix of the two. Cases may represent
successes or failures or something in between.

e Definition of collaboration: When two or more actors aim to constructively manage their differences in
order to produce joint solutions to common challenges.

¢ Definition of governance: The arrangements and processes through which interdependent but
operationally autonomous actors aim to formulate and achieve common goals through collective
decision making.

¢ Definition of collaborative governance: A collective decision-making process based on more or less
institutionalized interactions between two or more actors that aims to establish common ground for joint
problem solving and value creation.

e Definition of a case: A set of actors collaborating on a shared issue over a specified time period within a
given geographical space. The database allows contributors to chart the evolution of a collaboration over
time. However, if the set of actors, the focal issue, or the geographical scope change drastically, the data
may also be entered as separate but related cases.

Instructions to contributors

The survey consists of eight thematic sections, each starting with a series of closed questions and ending
with an open text question that allows you to add your qualitative insights. Please provide as much information
as you feel confident in providing on the basis of your knowledge of the case.. You can select ‘Don’t Know’ if
you do not have the answer. A confidence measure at the end of each section asks you to make a self-
assessment of your level of confidence in the validity and reliability of the data you have entered. The survey
takes about four hours to complete one case.

Before your survey is accepted into the database, a peer researcher will review your case description to make
sure it is clear and consistent. You will also be asked to check at least one case submitted by a fellow
contributor. Please contact the database editors at s.c.douglas@uu.nl to discuss any queries you may have
about the database and about potential case contributions.

Content of survey
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unigue name for the case you are describing.

Lake Tahoe

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s) Mark T. Imperial
Institution / University University of North Carolina Wilmington
Email address first author imperialm@uncw.edu

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
January 1959 Ongoing Ongoing

4. Please specify the period of the collaboration covered by your research data. Note: This is not
about when you collected the data, but what period your data covers.
Start of period observed End of period observed
January 1959 Select 2008

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.

Methods Used
Documents O
Interviews O

Observations Social
network data
Surveys

Other, namely:

6. Please provide up to three weblinks to published reports, articles, or books that document this
case (e.g. a peer-reviewed article or an evaluation report).
Imperial, Mark T. “Using Collaboration as a Governance Strategy: Lessons from Six Watershed Management Programs.’

Administration and Society 37 (no. 3, July 2005): 281 - 320.
httos://iournals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0095399705276111

)

7. At which jurisdictional level did the collaboration occur? Choose more than one if necessary.

Level of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period

observed observed observed
Local o O 0
Regional o o o
National

International (across borders)
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.)
Multi-level (collaboration between levels)

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
North America Select USA Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

9. What was the policy domain of the case? Choose more than one if required.

LIAgriculture -1Environment & Climate [1Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[1Education [JSecurity & Public Safety

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)
Ambitions of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
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11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)
Purpose of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

policies, senvices,or requiation. 111000 OOO0E OOOOE O
policies, services, o requiation - 11100 OOOOE OOOOE O
dlver senvices, o rovide reguiaton  11E110] OOOOE OOOOE O
evaluate mpact of polides, senises, o 1110 OOOOR OOOOR O

regulation

OO0 d




12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahly confident

13. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) societal challenges and organizational issues the
collaboration sought to address, (b) the stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes, (c)
how these challenges, issues and ambitions evolved during the period observed.

a) Lake Tahoe is a unique natural resources that is one of the largest alpine lakes in North
America noted for its exception lake clarity. This clarity has been declining since the 1950s
because of development activities that increased the flow of nutrients and sediments to the lake.
Where it was once about 100 feet, today it is about 70 feet. While the efforts are designed to
address a wide range of environmental problems in the basin, declining clarity is the focal issue
that motivated the creation of the federal interstate compact and current collaborative efforts.

b) The desired outcome is actually unrealistic in the sense that it is not practicable to restore lack
clarity because the lake has a 700-year residence time. The goal is really to stabilize and halt
the decline so that improvements can begin to occur.

c) The goals or environmental thresholds remain unchanged since they were first adopted in
1982. However, the understanding of the causes has changed considerably. There is not
widespread acceptance that even if no new development were allowed, that clarity would
continue to decline due to poor development decisions made from the 1960s and 1970s. Thus,
current efforts largely focus on environmental improvements through redevelopment and
restoration.



3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)
Score Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5

O OO0 O

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)
Score Don’t know
B O00o0 O
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Self-initiated by participants

17. To what extent did the participants have more or less equal levels of resources, (e.g. knowledge,
influence, skills) to bring to the collaborative process? (1 = Highly unequal, 5 = Highly equal)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

OO0 dddeagodoibd0Dod O

18. To what extent were there incentives to collaborate for the participants, e.g. financial gain or
increased influence? (1 = Very little incentives, 5 = Very strong incentives)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N T s I O Y B O

19. To what extent did the participants feel mutually dependent on each other for fulfilling their
ambitions? (1 = Very low sense of interdependence, 5 = Very high sense of interdependence)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2

DR O000D00O0O00000E O

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahly confident



21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b)
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed.

a) This case has a complex set of stakeholders. The first effort at collaboration was the creation
of the Lake Tahoe Area Council (LTAC) in 1959, a nonprofit organization representing an array of
basin interests but it was focused mostly on economic development rather than environmental
protection. They did manage to help foster the creation of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Commission (TRPC), which was an advisory commission comprised of the planning
commissions in each of the planning jurisdictions. They produced a regional plan in 1964 that
would have promoted wide scale economic development and transportation improvements
throughout the region.

b) A water quality study produced by LTAC combined with sewage spills triggered calls to export
all sewage out of the basin and triggered the formation of a Lake Tahoe Joint Study Committee
by the CA and NV legislatures. They recommended the creation of a regional bi-state agency.
While they negotiated the compact, each state created an interim agency. The compact was
created in 1969 and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) was established in 1970,
which acts at the direction of a 10 member governing board.

c) There really was very little sense of interdependence until the late 1980s. Interest groups and
the public were polarized when it came to lake issues. Litigation was common and the states of
CA and NV were often at odds. Similarly, the TRPA and governing board did not have great
relationships with the local governments. The negotiations of the original compact actually
reflected this because rather than have one vote, a majority of both state delegations had to vote
to deny a project. Later this was changed in 1980 with the revised compact to have a majority of
each state voting to approve a project. As recently as 2011, the NV legislature actually passed
legislation to begin the process of leaving the compact unless a new regional plan was adopted
(it provides more flexibility in terms of redevelopment which is important to the casino industry).
They reversed course in 2013 when the regional plan was updated.

d) The big change in this polarized dynamic happened during the 1987 regional plan’s
development. Litigation surrounding the draft plan resulted in a 3-year moratorium that put the
brakes on all development, including environmental restoration projects. It was the first time that
all parties realized that there would have to be compromise to move forward. Fortunately, the
TRPA hired a new director who worked to broker compromise and a new consensus building
process was initiated with the help of professional facilitators. This positive experience led to the
creation of new collaborations to for a transportation project in NV in the early 1990s.
Meanwhile, the 5-year reviews of the environmental thresholds continue to show declining lake
clarity even though little development had occurred. As a result, there was a growing recognition
that restoration efforts combined with redevelopment of areas that were built poorly could
simultaneously benefit the local economy, improve transportation, and improve environmental
conditions in the basin. This new sense of interdependence helped form the environmental
improvement program (EIP) that has led to substantial improvements throughout the basin.



4. Institutional design

22. How many (institutional/group) actors were involved in the collaborative process?
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

16-20 16-20 20+ []

23. What different types of actors took part in the collaboration. Please select the backgrounds of
the different participants.

Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians ] o] | O
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations O o] o] |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] 5] [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups [E] [c] [c] O

24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and
for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
OO 8 0d0dO0+0040 OO0 0.7ICEOd O
25. To what extent were the procedural ground rules observed and applied? (1 = Very rarely applied,
5 = Almost always applied ground rules)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O 0O 0dCbO0O0>0O0O¢-CO0O0dO0OIERDO O

26. To what extent was the collaboration inclusive? (1 = Very few of the relevant and affected actors
included, 5 = Almost all of the relevant and affected actors included)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O 0O0O000M»0000I MO0 O
27. To what extent were the decision-making processes in the key collaborative forums

transparent? (1 = Rarely clear to participants how decisions were taken, 5 = Almost always clear)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O« 00000¢IM0O04000 30O 0 O
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident



29. Please describe in max 600 words (a) the ground rules of the collaboration, (b) the inclusiveness
of the collaborative forum(s), (c) the transparency of decision making within the collaborative
forum(s), (d) any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time

a) There are highly structured rules for the collaboration that are included in the federal-interstate
compacts (1969 and 1980) and the corresponding regional plans adopted in 1971, 1987, and 2012
and the environmental threshold carrying capacities (ETCCs) required by the 1980 and
subsequently adopted in 1982. They are monitored every 5 years and were to be met by 2007
(they currently meet about 60% of them).

b) The board structure is not particularly inclusive, but there is an advisory planning commission,
which was expanded to include four non-local members with the revised compact.

c) Transparency is relatively high. The governing board holds regular meetings that are well
attended to make major decisions and issue permits. To the extent that local decisions have been
delegated pursuant to MOUs between local governments and the TRPA, those decisions are
similarly transparent.

d) The governing board’s initial membership in 1969 was 10 members with a 3:2 local majority. A
dual majority was required for project denial and during its first 15 months of existence, 99 percent
of projects were approved leading to rapid growth in the basin. This led to disappointment by many
groups and a fear that the new TRPA would not help protect the lake due to the domination of local
interests on the board. This created the impetus for modifying the compact and developing a new
regional plan. The new compact changed to a 14-member board with a 4:3 state majority with a
dual majority to approve a project in 1980. When combined with the strict land use regulations in
the 1987 regional plan, the amount of development has been extremely limited.



5. Leadership

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process
Locus of leadership Start of period Middle of period  End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
One lead actor
A few lead actors
Shared collective among all actors O O O

31. What were the backgrounds of those exercising leadership? Choose more than one if

necessary.
Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians o o 0
Public organizations / civil servants 0 o O
Private, for-profit organizations O
Private non-profit organizations O O 0
Citizens / informal citizen groups o O

32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and
affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

A X s It I % I I A B

33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the
collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

OO0 0EO0D000E OO0 0O

34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors?
(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0O0O0I0MO0O0O0O00IFOO @&
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for
creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O & d0ddobbo0dooibdtgnis O

36. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident



37. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the form and style of leadership within the
collaboration, (b) the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
(c) changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed.

a) The TRPA'’s staff act on behalf of the governing board and are hesitant to act without the board’s
direction. For example, during a hearing on the NV legislation that would start the process to
possibly remove itself from the compact, the TRPA director provided no comment on the proposal
because there was no direction from the board.

b) Most of the leadership has been in the powerful collection of well entrenched stakeholder groups
who know each other quite well from their interactions in the context of disputes involving the TRPA
or in there interactions in other forums. From the 1960s to the 1980s, these leaders viewed their
interests in terms of either winning or losing and in many respects, the battles were high stakes —
high dollar economic development projects and a highly sensitive ecological system. Accordingly,
iIssues were usually viewed in these win-lose terms until the dynamics started to change (see c).

c) By the mid-1980s, the dynamics started to change. The new TRPA director embarked on a
consensus building effort to generate support for the revised regional plan. These efforts proved
successful and were the first time interest groups really embraced the idea of compromise. A
couple of isolated projects that resulted in innovative compromise solutions. The Tahoe
Transportation Coalition and Water Quality Coalition also started working on projects in a
collaborative fashion. These efforts set the stage for a major shift in attitudes in 1995. The TRPA
hired another new director in 1995 that really helped shift the culture of the agency from aggressive
regulatory solutions to projects being the fix. Other leaders from the gaming and environmental
interests provided the foundation for creating the EIP that was based around this new philosophy
and leveraging federal and state funding for restoration projects that also fostered economic
development.

10



6. Collaborative process

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O & 0O0O0OMO0O000 00 O
39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 =
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O0O0O0OT- M0»0O0>0OHO2¢OT-LMNIDOINOIDO @O
40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 =
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
OO od«bO0O0O00020T-0MM~OO0IMO 0O
41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O OO O0O00O00O-:00O00 0 M O []
42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values

among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
o O 0O 00O000I Cd0O0:0000T-:C-IO 0O
43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0000000 00000TIMOO 0O
44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
4

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O &0 0O00000~0>0O00000dTr8MDO O
45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic

outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O 0OCdOd000- 02000000000 O
46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the
process changed over the period observed.

a) Most of the interactions until the development of the EIP took place either during formal
governing board or APC meetings. Conflict and divisive votes were common and still occur.
During times of major policy change (compacts, regional plans, and ETCC reports) there are
periods of informal and formal negotiation to build support and make the compromises
necessary to secure the votes needed for approval.

b) The process of formulating shared outcomes is a critical part of the case. The governing
board adopted the ETCCs in 1982. Progress towards all 178 standards, which are oriented
around 9 goals are the major benchmark used to measure progress — the most important of
which are those oriented around lake clarity. Progress is monitored on a regular basis and then
every 5 years a report is produced that reports on the progress being made (1991, 1996, 2001,
2006, 2011, and 2015). Starting in 2011, an independent panel of 15 peer reviewers was used
to further validate the report’s judgments.

¢) The monitoring process has grown more complex and thorough over the years and been

modified slightly based on an improved understanding of the ecologic system but at its core it
has remain largely unchanged so that trends can be observed over time.

12



7. Accountabilit

48. To what extent were explicit joint goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda,
strategic plans, etc.? (1 = Very little explication of goals; 5 = Very highly explicated goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

L Iy s ) I I I I Y B W

49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very
highly operationalized goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O ododd0O0:0°8O.dOTIEM»OOondO-dongs o
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal
achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Ny X A I s Y B

51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors?
(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians 000000 O000d00 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) (] O L O O O 0O MO O OOMMOO O
Civil society organizations IO OO0 OO OO OO [0

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 0O0dO0O0O0MO0 O

52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little
influence, 5 = Very large influence)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don'’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Elected politicians OO 000Od0O0O0O0O0MdO0O00O O

O] OO0 OO0 0 0O OO
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [ [l (I O O O OO OO OO O O

O 1 00 C1 00 O 1 0 8 0 0O 00O C

OMO000MdOOO0OO0OMOOO

Civil society organizations
Affected and/or concerned citizens

53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Hiahlvy confident
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed.

a) The governing board adopted the ETCCs in 1982. Progress towards all 178 standards, which
are oriented around 9 goals are the major benchmark used to measure progress — the most
important of which are those oriented around lake clarity. Progress is monitored on a regular
basis and then every 5 years a report is produced that reports on the progress being made
(1991, 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011, and 2015).

b) The release of the report every five years gathers great attention and media coverage and
stimulates much discussion. It is also a means of holding the TRPA accountable because the
compact is oriented towards achieving the ETCCs. In other words, if progress is not being
made, a new regional plan or new programs are required.

c) The big change in the dynamics was that during the 1980s, there was a general belief among
many of the stakeholders and TRPA staff that the adoption of stringent regulation alone would
help stall declining lake clarity and address other ETCCs. Accordingly, the release of the early
threshold reviews in 1991 and particularly 1996 were important is changing the general
perception that regulation alone would work because lake clarity continued to decline during a
period when there was very little development going on. This triggered a shift towards
restoration and redevelopment to fix sources of ongoing problems. Interesting, more recent
threshold reviews seem to show that the rate of decline has slowed considerably, which
reinforces the current approach. The new 2012 regional plan provides a bit more flexibility to
allow this redevelopment and encourages compact development with pedestrian and bicycle
transportation. While criticized by environmental groups and currently under litigation the ETCC
monitoring process has helped reinforce the sense that these efforts are helping reduce the rate
of decline.

14



8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low,
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10.

Produced outputs and outcomes

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Develop a plan or policy for a shared
problem or societal issue

oo oOdodned

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

oo odoot

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

OOt oOUnn el

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

NN DN N N O

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO0l

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

O odeapuodenot

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO odeapooedot

Other, namely:

O0O000dodn

OO obodooonoodn

56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance?
(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.

Realized collaboration

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Co-initiation: Jointly identify required
policies, services, or regulations

000K O00oomooods U

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange
policies, services, or regulation

OOoidaouooCooode O

Co-production: Implement policies,
deliver services, or provide regulations

0000000000000 L

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and
evaluate impact of policies, services, or
regulations

OO0daoioodooode O
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).

Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t

observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

gie;vnetg)gr:jo_\grtpr)]r;dsucts or services for OO0 0000R0O000R ]

Develop novel production processes for OO0 O0O00000MO00m;eE .

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between OO0 O0O00000O00;OeE .o

roles and/or services of participants

58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little
outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims)
Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Built support and legitimacy for |:| El I:I |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| []

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| El []

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal (IO 00CMO00000r 1

consequences

Created negative unintended societal LI R OO0 OO0 O 00

consequences

59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the
collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)

Constituents Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Participants in the collaboration OO0 0 0000000 O O
Elected politicians OO0 0O0OO0O0 00 O O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O O 0 0 0N OO O OOMNOO O
Civil society organizations 000 oOd0oogodfdrEO O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 o0dOoO0o0noOo0CaOonOo g

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Hiahly confident
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time.

a) The results of the collaboration include the creation of a new regional governance system
(Compact, TRPA, etc.) and the environmental improvement program, which has fostered
hundreds of millions of dollars in collaborative environmental improvement projects. They also
have developed MOUs with local governments to improve the efficiency of permitting efforts.

b) It is hard to imagine what Lake Tahoe might look like today had the TRPA not been created.
The land use regulations are probably the strictest and most innovative anywhere in the U.S.
Yet, they also could not solve the problem. The current shift towards collaborative
redevelopment indicates another example of learning and problem solving. Questions of
legitimacy do remain. The Sierra Club sued the TRPA and its 2012 regional plan. NV
threatened to withdraw from the compact in 2011. While it withdrew this threat in 2013, it does
indicate that the partnership remains a delicate balance.

c) Itis an unusual case in the sense that there is no considerable long-term data for indicators of
the nine thresholds. When viewed over time, progress is being made. While it may be slower
than those in the environmental community want, given the extreme sensitivity and the legacy of
poor land development decisions made from the 1950s to 1970s, the improvements are
considerable. It also appears that rate of decline in lake clarity has at least slowed. While there
is some difference of scientific opinion in terms of the current rate of decline, it is no longer
declining as fast and the variations due to natural environmental changes (e.g., rainfall/snowfall)
make it harder to find the declines. This is a positive development. Given the unique nature of
the lake and the 700-year residence time, it is unlikely that clarity will improve both so reaching a
stable level of clarity and creating conditions for a slow increase in future clarity may be the best
possible outcome.
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	Q13: a) Lake Tahoe is a unique natural resources that is one of the largest alpine lakes in North America noted for its exception lake clarity.  This clarity has been declining since the 1950s because of development activities that increased the flow of nutrients and sediments to the lake.  Where it was once about 100 feet, today it is about 70 feet.  While the efforts are designed to address a wide range of environmental problems in the basin, declining clarity is the focal issue that motivated the creation of the federal interstate compact and current collaborative efforts.

b) The desired outcome is actually unrealistic in the sense that it is not practicable to restore lack clarity because the lake has a 700-year residence time.  The goal is really to stabilize and halt the decline so that improvements can begin to occur.

c) The goals or environmental thresholds remain unchanged since they were first adopted in 1982.  However, the understanding of the causes has changed considerably.  There is not widespread acceptance that even if no new development were allowed, that clarity would continue to decline due to poor development decisions made from the 1960s and 1970s.  Thus, current efforts largely focus on environmental improvements through redevelopment and restoration.


	Q21: a) This case has a complex set of stakeholders.  The first effort at collaboration was the creation of the Lake Tahoe Area Council (LTAC) in 1959, a nonprofit organization representing an array of basin interests but it was focused mostly on economic development rather than environmental protection.  They did manage to help foster the creation of the Tahoe Regional Planning Commission (TRPC), which was an advisory commission comprised of the planning commissions in each of the planning jurisdictions.  They produced a regional plan in 1964 that would have promoted wide scale economic development and transportation improvements throughout the region.  

b) A water quality study produced by LTAC combined with sewage spills triggered calls to export all sewage out of the basin and triggered the formation of a Lake Tahoe Joint Study Committee by the CA and NV legislatures.  They recommended the creation of a regional bi-state agency.  While they negotiated the compact, each state created an interim agency.  The compact was created in 1969 and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) was established in 1970, which acts at the direction of a 10 member governing board.

c) There really was very little sense of interdependence until the late 1980s.  Interest groups and the public were polarized when it came to lake issues.  Litigation was common and the states of CA and NV were often at odds.  Similarly, the TRPA and governing board did not have great relationships with the local governments.  The negotiations of the original compact actually reflected this because rather than have one vote, a majority of both state delegations had to vote to deny a project.  Later this was changed in 1980 with the revised compact to have a majority of each state voting to approve a project.  As recently as 2011, the NV legislature actually passed legislation to begin the process of leaving the compact unless a new regional plan was adopted (it provides more flexibility in terms of redevelopment which is important to the casino industry).  They reversed course in 2013 when the regional plan was updated.

d) The big change in this polarized dynamic happened during the 1987 regional plan’s development.  Litigation surrounding the draft plan resulted in a 3-year moratorium that put the brakes on all development, including environmental restoration projects.  It was the first time that all parties realized that there would have to be compromise to move forward.  Fortunately, the TRPA hired a new director who worked to broker compromise and a new consensus building process was initiated with the help of professional facilitators.  This positive experience led to the creation of new collaborations to for a transportation project in NV in the early 1990s.  Meanwhile, the 5-year reviews of the environmental thresholds continue to show declining lake clarity even though little development had occurred.  As a result, there was a growing recognition that restoration efforts combined with redevelopment of areas that were built poorly could simultaneously benefit the local economy, improve transportation, and improve environmental conditions in the basin.  This new sense of interdependence helped form the environmental improvement program (EIP) that has led to substantial improvements throughout the basin.


	Q29: 
a) There are highly structured rules for the collaboration that are included in the federal-interstate compacts (1969 and 1980) and the corresponding regional plans adopted in 1971, 1987, and 2012 and the environmental threshold carrying capacities (ETCCs) required by the 1980 and subsequently adopted in 1982.  They are monitored every 5 years and were to be met by 2007 (they currently meet about 60% of them).  

b) The board structure is not particularly inclusive, but there is an advisory planning commission, which was expanded to include four non-local members with the revised compact.  

c) Transparency is relatively high.  The governing board holds regular meetings that are well attended to make major decisions and issue permits.  To the extent that local decisions have been delegated pursuant to MOUs between local governments and the TRPA, those decisions are similarly transparent.  

d) The governing board’s initial membership in 1969 was 10 members with a 3:2 local majority.  A dual majority was required for project denial and during its first 15 months of existence, 99 percent of projects were approved leading to rapid growth in the basin. This led to disappointment by many groups and a fear that the new TRPA would not help protect the lake due to the domination of local interests on the board.  This created the impetus for modifying the compact and developing a new regional plan. The new compact changed to a 14-member board with a 4:3 state majority with a dual majority to approve a project in 1980.  When combined with the strict land use regulations in the 1987 regional plan, the amount of development has been extremely limited.  


	Q37: 
a) The TRPA’s staff act on behalf of the governing board and are hesitant to act without the board’s direction.  For example, during a hearing on the NV legislation that would start the process to possibly remove itself from the compact, the TRPA director provided no comment on the proposal because there was no direction from the board.  

b) Most of the leadership has been in the powerful collection of well entrenched stakeholder groups who know each other quite well from their interactions in the context of disputes involving the TRPA or in there interactions in other forums.  From the 1960s to the 1980s, these leaders viewed their interests in terms of either winning or losing and in many respects, the battles were high stakes – high dollar economic development projects and a highly sensitive ecological system.  Accordingly, issues were usually viewed in these win-lose terms until the dynamics started to change (see c).

c) By the mid-1980s, the dynamics started to change.  The new TRPA director embarked on a consensus building effort to generate support for the revised regional plan.  These efforts proved successful and were the first time interest groups really embraced the idea of compromise.  A couple of isolated projects that resulted in innovative compromise solutions.  The Tahoe Transportation Coalition and Water Quality Coalition also started working on projects in a collaborative fashion.  These efforts set the stage for a major shift in attitudes in 1995.  The TRPA hired another new director in 1995 that really helped shift the culture of the agency from aggressive regulatory solutions to projects being the fix.  Other leaders from the gaming and environmental interests provided the foundation for creating the EIP that was based around this new philosophy and leveraging federal and state funding for restoration projects that also fostered economic development.


	Q47: a) Most of the interactions until the development of the EIP took place either during formal governing board or APC meetings.  Conflict and divisive votes were common and still occur.  During times of major policy change (compacts, regional plans, and ETCC reports) there are periods of informal and formal negotiation to build support and make the compromises necessary to secure the votes needed for approval.

b) The process of formulating shared outcomes is a critical part of the case.  The governing board adopted the ETCCs in 1982.  Progress towards all 178 standards, which are oriented around 9 goals are the major benchmark used to measure progress – the most important of which are those oriented around lake clarity.  Progress is monitored on a regular basis and then every 5 years a report is produced that reports on the progress being made (1991, 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011, and 2015).  Starting in 2011, an independent panel of 15 peer reviewers was used to further validate the report’s judgments.

c) The monitoring process has grown more complex and thorough over the years and been modified slightly based on an improved understanding of the ecologic system but at its core it has remain largely unchanged so that trends can be observed over time.


	Q54: a) The governing board adopted the ETCCs in 1982.  Progress towards all 178 standards, which are oriented around 9 goals are the major benchmark used to measure progress – the most important of which are those oriented around lake clarity.  Progress is monitored on a regular basis and then every 5 years a report is produced that reports on the progress being made (1991, 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011, and 2015).  

b) The release of the report every five years gathers great attention and media coverage and stimulates much discussion.  It is also a means of holding the TRPA accountable because the compact is oriented towards achieving the ETCCs.  In other words, if progress is not being made, a new regional plan or new programs are required.

c) The big change in the dynamics was that during the 1980s, there was a general belief among many of the stakeholders and TRPA staff that the adoption of stringent regulation alone would help stall declining lake clarity and address other ETCCs.  Accordingly, the release of the early threshold reviews in 1991 and particularly 1996 were important is changing the general perception that regulation alone would work because lake clarity continued to decline during a period when there was very little development going on.  This triggered a shift towards restoration and redevelopment to fix sources of ongoing problems.  Interesting, more recent threshold reviews seem to show that the rate of decline has slowed considerably, which reinforces the current approach.  The new 2012 regional plan provides a bit more flexibility to allow this redevelopment and encourages compact development with pedestrian and bicycle transportation.  While criticized by environmental groups and currently under litigation the ETCC monitoring process has helped reinforce the sense that these efforts are helping reduce the rate of decline.


	Q61: a) The results of the collaboration include the creation of a new regional governance system (Compact, TRPA, etc.) and the environmental improvement program, which has fostered hundreds of millions of dollars in collaborative environmental improvement projects.  They also have developed MOUs with local governments to improve the efficiency of permitting efforts.

b) It is hard to imagine what Lake Tahoe might look like today had the TRPA not been created. The land use regulations are probably the strictest and most innovative anywhere in the U.S.  Yet, they also could not solve the problem.  The current shift towards collaborative redevelopment indicates another example of learning and problem solving.  Questions of legitimacy do remain.  The Sierra Club sued the TRPA and its 2012 regional plan.  NV threatened to withdraw from the compact in 2011.  While it withdrew this threat in 2013, it does indicate that the partnership remains a delicate balance.

c) It is an unusual case in the sense that there is no considerable long-term data for indicators of the nine thresholds.  When viewed over time, progress is being made.  While it may be slower than those in the environmental community want, given the extreme sensitivity and the legacy of poor land development decisions made from the 1950s to 1970s, the improvements are considerable.  It also appears that rate of decline in lake clarity has at least slowed.  While there is some difference of scientific opinion in terms of the current rate of decline, it is no longer declining as fast and the variations due to natural environmental changes (e.g., rainfall/snowfall) make it harder to find the declines.  This is a positive development.  Given the unique nature of the lake and the 700-year residence time, it is unlikely that clarity will improve both so reaching a stable level of clarity and creating conditions for a slow increase in future clarity may be the best possible outcome.  
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